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Aichivefe' records re my requests with Rhoads' 1 0/28/77 , poorly packaged, damaged and delayed 
in mail untii 1l/4/77o Rslsssed to Howard iuoixmano 

Because these had previously been denied me and 'because we have determined that there 
is no compelling reason to deny you access to any of these mateiials..." 1 m 7 se 1 

wondering* what made them change their position. That Howard resides in a different 
District? Is the clerk of a federal appeals judge? The realize that we are getting closer 
to being able to file suit? But it is clear that a( I was denied ana be there was no 


compelling reason"for / that denial. Request date 


iven as 


10/19/76. 


•Tab C 4/3/70 : Reflects factual inaccuracy and a policy of not complying while pretending 
"compliance,, It is necessary to •understand that the records are net in a reading room.^are 
not available, have to be asked^for, and there is no index or even. a meaningiul.lis. .0 
be used as a basis for asking, Jiis withholding rather than releasing attitude is earned 

forward by the factual errors in graf 2: ... 

They did in fact inform the press of the withheld, -'erne records. A news story was my 
source." I beoieve I auote it in 0 in N.O. In truth the/ had more, in the end I got them. 

They erred or the Nichols photograph. It took an enormous amount of effort to ootain 
the truth: the picture was taken for me. In the end they wrote a letter of apology, whether 
or not it here follows. Without records what else he refers to is not now c_ear. 

Their deliberate decision is to violate the 10-day law. It appears not to have occurre 

to them that compliance was easier and much less work. ^ 

Page 2 reflects that as of mare than a year after my request for the memo ox transfer 
and when they were to continue to withhold if for years more, "Bob Took. ..eallea to say 
that he thinks the ’ memorandum of transfer' will probably have to be made avai^aD^e xor 
research and is transmitting his view to Mr. Harding. '' , ^ . 

JL- do you expect a clearer confession? Or a more lucid statement tha. >-o oc.ain 
the public information I sought i had to persevere 

4/7/7O, Eckhoff 's endorsement begains with a complaint about the amount. Oj. worx 
required by my requests. Aside from whether or nox they compelled .ms length le..er 
writing, they have the obligation. to Make public information available. 

But bearing on this is other information, all recorded in writing. _ 

There came a time when there were long delays in meetin any kind. of reques.. 1 ^ 
stop while driving into Washington to give them ample notice of my coming (. sometimes I 
also wrote earlier) and to request specific files. Obtaining these files was no Dig deal 
for them. It would require no more than removing a few clearly . labelled boxes from the 
shelves and having them in the reaading room, the normal practise in any event. _ d xnen 
get the Archives and find the records not in the reading scorn. I'm. sure that even after 
I ^ot there and called there were times when I'd spend hours awaiting. them. . 

As a result of this and about the disappearance of records not since replaced ana 
sirce confessed to (including with falsehood before the Absug committee about two years ago; 
l"" complained in the epilogue to WII about understaffing: two part-time people in the 
archive of the Warren Commission. Rhoads told me in the ^alieck courtroom that there was 
no manpower shortage, no denial of necessary manpower. If true, and it was not True, then 
what is true in any event from this first record alone is more, true: they were deliberately 
not only denying me public information but were going out 0. their way to make cry worx 
more difficult if not impossible. 

JL: before the classic confession that follows, please note that I stil-.have a 
separate file of the Eerrie records when I ultimately got them. They are nox in a sin 6 _e 
instance subject to withholding under any law or regulation and from the applicable guide- 
line clearly could never be withheld. „ 

Next they say "we can t completely ignore his requests the way other. agencies. do. 

(Which also means the're was internal communication between the agencies on this.; 

Next is the confession that aside from handling the reproduction for all of tnose 
records and on so important a national question Johnson, who had other. duties, was the 
only one who could search and he was told to break another in /"to assist, mm on oxher 
than merely handling "reproduction." (Simmons was very nice but not very bright.; 
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With Eckhoff 's approval "Because our correspondence has become so extensive and 
confusing. . .we should restrict our replies as much as possible. " '^his meant that in 
practise it required months to get an answer that generally was no answer, leading to 
continued withholdings. 

3/1-9/70 Angel acknowledges that the autopsy materials I have been seeking have been 
provided by the secret service in this letter to lock, (is he in the legal dept? It says L. ) 
The copies said to be enclosed there are not attached. 

The last sentence of the first graf actually says there had also been a waiver by 
use, by th^ Clark panel whose report by this time had been public well over a year. 

The Van Cleve correspondence said to be enclosed is not here. 

Next they admit that the copy I asked for was the u overnmentss and could not be 
withheld as the property of the Kennedy family. 

This is followed by still another explanation: there have been dirtyworks I'll spot! 

Angel even had a draft of a letter to cover what they'd send me. And didn't. It is 
here. O ohnson drafted it. 

7/31/70 Johnso drafts a memo from Rhoads to Yock in which they are not even going to 
give a reason for denying me the record they've already acknowledged they can p t withhold 
and I can just go ahead and sue. 

7/28/70, this attached dr^ft is one in which they would have claimed $b)(6) 

It discloses by what was removed that they have other undescribed Kennedy papers. 

The delibertae evasion and I think the FOIA violation becomes even more clear when 
there is all of this paper on what I am asking for when they respond only in terms of 
"the entire Burkley name file." Thye knew they had elected to file the clearly described 
records other than in this name file. As I recall I ultimately located some where they 
could not possibly belong - in the files of what was sent to the Government Printing Office. 

They admit records are missing. Rhoads swore to the House committee that it has been 
his practise to seek replacements from original sources, here they are explicit in saying 
they will not because it takes tim,e! Other records we now have make it clear they even 
knew who among the staff and members had stolen such records" 

They admit they were wrong, not I, in the matter of the Nichols picture. They labelled 
their negatives with the name of the requestor. I have seen many. I asked for this kind 
of picture early, before others. Nichols, who is a plagiarist, later sought to duplicate 
it so he could claim the work as his own. The idea was not. 

On page 3 their statements relating to Ferrie are false. 'H'nose pages were not withheld 
under the guid&iines. 1 have them not. They do not qualify for any withholding. 

On the 1 / 15/64 memo, they never have explained how I could have known about it if 
in fact I had not examined it, as I did, when I asked for a copy. 

I wonder how they could apply the last sentence on this page to an American who 
lives in Alaska or Hawaii or is bedridden, as I'm sure I asked: come here or you can't 
have what you want. 

They begin page 4 by saying they will not even send me copies of records if it takes 
them time to locate their own records! 

Here also is where theypromised to let me know when they released what I had been 
denied. They violated this 

Johnson had take good grace to remove his delibate lie about the delay in responding. 
Their earlier letters make clear this is to discourage my quest for public information. 

The first of two attached drafts relates to the improper withholding of covering 
letters with which what had been given to me by the Ssecret Service was sent to the 
Archives. They fear I will ask for more they withheld improperly and it reques/ed 
yrafs more to break loose. Tese two drafts are a jump to 10/27/72, the date on the second. 
With the second they were to send the SS covering letters but not the memo of transfer. 

Still a third version of the same date denies the covering letters under (b)( 5 ), claiming 
it refers to "confidential data." i his is literally false. 

II/ 22 / 72 - UGH! The are determined to withhold improperly on Johnson's advice, to "avoid 
requests Weisberg is sure to ask for when he sees reference to them. The bottom line, in 



handwriting, concurs , "Mr* Weisberg would probably demand access to every document 
mentioned in the transmittal letters." 

11/15/72 The general counsel will defend either decision.He also fears my requests 
certain to follow and to be "stickier." Recommends direct quoattion of the Act, done. 
ZHfxzotxaztiixk/g/ziz 

2/7/73 Rhoads tales his worries about the releases in response to another related 
request up. What he fears letting me have has been made available and the world did not 
then crumble. O n iy I was denied it for years, past the point where I could use it/ 

3/21/75 refers to Lesar's request for the memo of transfer for me. With Robert 
^erurndy sa_ely dead it refers to nvelyn ^incoln as mentioned in the memo as his agent. False. 

HR should read graf 2 with care. ~t" refers to the slides and "a box 'containing 
certain gross material'" and other tilings as being in the Archives then. 

Graf 3 says there remain dautopsy materials still in the possession of the Kennedy family. 

6 / 6 //^ Johnson's memo on conference with Charles Simms, Legal Counsel, DJ. 

On gxxxsesxx transcripts, JL read 1. with great care. (Still a Commission to DJ!) 

Does this date my first requests to before FOIA? 

2. They approve making the "original" guidelines available, and even in shortened 

form. 

4o Reisers to Manchester oqt doesn t say so. Does in aarens on p. 2, qjtoting me. But 
refers to Manchester as JFK's biographer. Not then. 

xney did not take nis advice, Hhau"kill him with kindneds." They knew they could not. 

6 / 2 / 60 , a letter to me with a line diagonally through it. Apparently one Simms did 
not favor. 


undated araf. referring to my 1l/4 and 24 and 12 1,4 and 12 1 96 S • ask/ that they consider 
all my requests under FOIA and as appeals under it. They say it is difficult. Because of 
the volume. It says the burden is on me of deciding what I want, for all the war Id as 
though there is reason to belive I. ask because I don't want. 

Separate draft of response to my II/ 4 / 69 . Forwarded to Director of Information. 

1 his is on memo of transfer. 

Separate draft of reply to my 1 l/l s/ 69 / 

9/l7/70 draf o of affidavit , apparently by Johnson for Rhoads. Refers to Howard as 
my acquaintance • Wonder how they Knew . Tnis may oe the origin ox the false swearing that 
Rad not made a request. It in fact had been rejected after appeal. 

3/22/74 on 1/27/64 ex sess transcript. Next is draft of letter to Colby about it. 

Next to Colby. Although earlier they had declined security reviews once I file suit they 
take it as demand for a review, review and decide to release. 

i/12/72 says they are showing JFK clothing to "researchers." Goes into revisions of 
regulations. Attached is the change they made after 2569-70. The first page here is second* 
me diference in typing is quite visible. They have refused to provide me with a copy 
of the regulations that were applicable at the time of the suit) 

3/8/72 it nas been chair practise to provide copies of copyrighted pictures with a restriction 
stamp on the back. They had denied me this but here they state it. 


4/2/7 r in this chey unwittingly supply the names deleted from the 1 2 / 5/63 executive session 
transcript andin sh doing disclose no genuine privacy issue. I think it gives away the 
content of the 5/19 transcript, too, and we were right and the judge wrong. Does JL want 
2o amend on the ground that the same defendant withheld this from me and has now released 
it once the case was._out of district court? JL- go over all of this with care. Incidently, 
the^did release the ^rs. JFK page because Paul had appealed, even though I hud requested 


earlier. 


they say they have no defense on it. 


next^2/28/73 a '^^ ac ^ Eerl “ nol: a ^ ac lx e cL> a Garfinkel memo on my requests. But it may be 
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'Tab A 

2pp undated, unaddressed memo by GSA general counsel sgys Robert *-ennedy asked that 
"autopsy taacuments be listed and turned over to the private custody of the Kennedy family. 
Hiis was accomplished..." Says only some given back to government. 

Jemo transfer not covered by agreements Last sentence first page confirms me on the Secret 
Service copy being a government record and not immune. (Sm they continue to withhold.) 

6/19/69 Angel memo with my 6/2/69 letter to AG, says with routing slip but it is not here. 
In it I broaden earlier King rwauests. 

/ % letter of 2/15/72 is here as is Vawter's 3/6/response. What is missing is ill 
the records leading to thus response and the drafts of the response made for him by those 
whose determinations were under appeal. That this is the case is established by the note 
at idle oot bOm of the second page, typed "see attached material for concurrences by L. " with 
an appended hand note "2/29/72 concurred in draft." 

3/28/75 release of memo transfer and other papers to me via Jim ^esar but with total 
absence of all relevant records leading to this change. Some still withheld. Those records 
bearing on this continued to be withheld. The 3/21/75 memo does not cover this. 



